Cultural tourism is a fundamental element for the economic development of some local communities. There are many factors that can influence the success of this type of tourism, but any action or strategy implemented should be closely tied to ensuring tourist satisfaction. This research focuses on a heritage destination of an archaeological nature, and aims to analyse the destination image formation as well as the influence of this image on tourist satisfaction. The results show that the affective component is more relevant than the cognitive in the image of this destination formed by the tourist. The data were collected by means of a closed-ended questionnaire administered to tourists aged 18 and over, and were analysed using P.L.S.-S.E.M. methodology. These analyses provide useful information for the planning of future tourism marketing strategies; to that end, recommendations have been made regarding how to improve the provision of services and the management of these types of heritage sites.
Introduction
The importance of tourism in Spain is reflected in the number of foreign tourist arrivals to this country; according to data collected by the Ministry of Energy and Tourism (2018) , this figure surpassed 82 million in 2017, which represents an increase of 8.9% over the previous year. However, the influx of tourists is due not only to traditional sun and beach tourism, but also to cultural tourism. The development of this type tourismparticularly heritage tourismhas been very successful in this country. Nevertheless, despite being a country with a wealth of heritage sites, sun and beach destinations continue to take center stage. This increase in international tourism in recent decades and growing competition between destinations has sparked interest in improving, managing, and presenting a positive destination image. In the case of an archaeological heritage destination, such as the one that is the focus of this study, it is necessary to analyse the image formed by tourists and how this influences their post-visit satisfaction. This will enable such destinations to improve the aspects that attract the greatest number of visitors. The ultimate aim is to ensure that these cultural destinations are seen as an alternative to the traditional sun and beach destinations.
Creating a differentiated destination image has become essential to standing out in today's competitive global market, where competition between destinations is intense (Qu, Kim, & Im, 2011) . Destination image is a fundamental factor in travellers' selection of a destination, since it influences their behavior (Gunn, 1972; Gartner, 1994; Bign e, S anchez & S anchez, 2001; Carballo, Araña, Le on, & Moreno-Gil, 2015) . In this context, 'image' can be defined as mental concept formed from a set of impressions (Beerli & Mart ın, 2004) : there is a cognitive element to the image created in the minds of tourists that depends on the quality and quantity of available information. In contrast, the affective part of the image is formed on the basis of each individual's characteristics (Beerli & Mart ın, 2004) . If a tourist takes into account both the cognitive and affective dimensions of the image, they will allow him/her to make a general assessment of the destination, on the basis of prior knowledge and beliefs about the place as well as his/her feelings towards it (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997) .
The literature attributes greater importance to the cognitive image (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; Pike, 2002; Pike & Ryan, 2004; Chi & Qu, 2008; Stepchenkova & Morrison, 2008; Sun, Chi, & Xu, 2013) , and even its influence on the affective element, with the latter acting as an intermediary between the cognitive image and the overall image (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Martin, 2004) .
On the other hand, a review of the tourism literature has revealed the relationship between destination image and tourist satisfaction (Bign e, Sanchez, & Sanchez, 2001) . Several studies (e.g., Chi & Qu, 2008) have shown that the more positive the image of the destination, the greater the level of satisfaction. Similarly, other studies on tourist destination image confirm that it is a critical factor in tourist satisfaction (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991) .
In light of the above, the present study aims to develop and test a theoretical model of destination image formation, aimed at enabling a detailed analysis of the influence of its different components, i.e., cognitive and affective. An in-depth examination of these two components of the image will be carried out, so as ultimately to determine the extent to which they influence the formation of the overall destination image. The study will also explore how the latter influences tourist satisfaction after the visit. This conceptual model seeks to fill a gap in the literature regarding the role played by the image of such a specific destination, namely an archaeological site, as no studies to date have analysed image formation in relation to this type of destination. The data were collected at Seg obriga Archaeological Park, in the province of Cuenca (Spain), a cultural destination based on an archaeological heritage site regarded as one of the best preserved Roman cities in the Western Roman Empire. Tourists to the park can first take a tour of the most intact structures at the heritage site (walls, thermal baths, theater, amphitheater, basilica, circus, forum, necropolis, etc.) . They can then visit the interpretation center, which offers tourists an idea of what the ancient city was like. The site was granted the status of archaeological park in order to promote tourism in the area and thereby boost the local economy.
Conceptual framework

Destination image
The image is a fundamental element in the promotion of tourism destinations, since what differentiates one destination from another is key to its success (Carballo et al., 2015) . The importance of this concept has led to a growing body of research on tourism destinations (Gallarza, Saura & Garc ıa, 2002) , much of which builds on the work of Hunt (1971) , (Gartner & Hunt, 1987; Embacher & Buttle, 1989; Fakeye & Crompton, 1991) . The significance of the image in driving the success of a given tourism destination has been explored in a large body of literature from the last four decades, with a range of studies approaching the topic from different perspectives (Deng & Li, 2014) (Table 1) .
One of the first studies on image formation was that by Gunn (1972) , which looked at only two dimensions of the formation process: the organic image and the induced image. The organic image is understood as that arising from non-commercial or uncontrolled information sources, such as the opinions of friends, magazines, newspapers, news, reports, etc. In contrast, the induced image is that proffered by commercial information sources, i.e., marketing efforts of various commercial agents to publicise a destination .
The image a tourist may have of a destination can be quite personal, as it depends on each tourist's individual perceptions of the place (Bign e et al., 2001; Gallarza, Saura, & Garcı a, 2002; San Mart ın & Del Bosque, 2008) . Tourists' opinions are highly subjective, since they can form their views of the same destination based on very different antecedents, which in turn depend on their individual thoughts and emotions. This has prompted many authors to investigate the components of a tourism destination image, generally emphasising the cognitive and affective components. In tourists' minds, while the cognitive image represents their knowledge of and beliefs regarding a place, the affective image refers to their feelings or emotional responses toward it (Garther, 1993; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Pike & Ryan, 2004; Royo-Vela, 2009; San Mart ın & Del Bosque, 2008 , San Mart ın Guti errez, & Rodr ıguez del Bosque, 2011 Smith, Li, Pan, Witte, & Doherty, 2015) . When the affective and cognitive Table 1 . Different approaches in the analysis of destination image.
Focus of study
Authors Dimension and conceptualisation Hunt (1971 Hunt ( , 1975 , Gunn (1972) , Crompton (1979) , Gartner (1989) , , Baloglu and McCleary (1999) , Cai (2002), Tasci, Gartner, and Cavusgil (2007) , , Stepchenkova and Morrison (2008) , Lai and Li (2016) , Mart ın-Santana, Beerli-Palacio, and Nazzareno (2017) Assessment and measurement Gartner (1989) , , 1993 , Fakeye and Crompton (1991) , Baloglu and McCleary (1999) , Beerli and Mart ın (2004) , Chen and Tsai (2007) , Stepchenkova and Morrison (2008) , Yang, He, and Gu (2012) Changes over time Ahmed (1991) , Fakeye and Crompton (1991) , Gartner and Hunt (1987) , Kim and Morrison (2005) Image and destination management Goodrich (1978) , Gartner (1989) Gartner (1989) , Chon (1990) , , Beerli and Mart ın (2004) , Royo-Vela (2009), Qu et al. (2011 ), Llodr a (2013 images are combined, it gives rise to the overall image (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999) , which includes the individual characteristics of the destination, and incorporates both tangible and intangible elements.
Most of the key research on the topic has looked at the two main components, i.e., the cognitive and affective images (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Kim & Richardson, 2003; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Pike & Ryan, 2004; San Mart ın & Del Bosque, 2008 , San Mart ın Guti errez, & Rodr ıguez del Bosque, 2011 Smith et al., 2015; Tan & Wu, 2016; Molinillo, Li ebana-Cabanillas, Anaya-S anchez, & Buhalis, 2018) . However, some have focused exclusively on the cognitive component of the image Echtner & Ritchie, 2003; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Chi & Qu, 2008; Sun et al., 2013) . In fact, Pike (2002) found that of 142 papers published between 1973 and 2000, only six included the affective or psychological component.
Some studies claim that the cognitive component influences the affective one (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Llodr a, 2013) , but regarding the relevance of these components in the general image, the evaluation of the affective characteristics of the destination can become more important than the evaluation of its objective properties (Kim & Richardson, 2003) . Other studies (e.g., Marine-Roig & Clav e, 2016) have found that the cognitive elements represent a greater percentage of the general image than the affective components.
Regarding the measurement of the cognitive image, which refers to knowledge or beliefs about the attributes of the destination (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999) , the literature shows that this dimension is, in turn, made up of other components. Table 2 shows a comparison of the different attributes of the cognitive image that certain authors have considered in their research, some of which relate to successful destinations such as sun and beach locations.
To measure the affective image, Baloglu and McCleary (1999) , like many other authors (e.g., Bign e et al., 2001; Kim & Richardson, 2003; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Pike & Ryan, 2004; Chi & Qu, 2008; Chen, Lai, Petrick, & Lin, 2016) , drew on the work of Russell and Pratt (1980) . Although the affective component has generally received less attention in the literature, it is key to improving tourists' perception of the destination image. This is because it is defined as the feelings a person harbors toward a destination (Chen et al., 2016) . Feelings-as-information theory explains how individuals make use of their emotions and impressions in ways that predispose them toward a destination (Kock, Josiassen, & Assaf, 2016) . Table 3 presents the different attributes that the listed authors have considered in each of their studies.
Tourist satisfaction
Literature has revealed how the pre-trip image of a destination influences visit intention and destination choice (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999) and how the image created during a trip influences the positive way in which the experiences are recreated in situ (Bign e et al., 2001) . However, most of the related research focuses on the perceptions of the image that tourists get from the visit and their subsequent reflections on the visit (Prayag, Hosany, Muskat, & Del Chiappa, 2017) , with many studies focusing on aspects such as their level of satisfaction (e.g., Chen & Phou, 2013; Lee, Lee, & Lee, 2014) . Some of them have examined the relationship between destination image and tourist satisfaction worldwide (Bign e et al., 2001; Chen & Tsai, 2007) . Indeed, the concept of satisfaction in the field of tourism has been much discussed in the academic literature. A clear definition is given by Chen and Tsai (2007) , who refer to the pleasure that the visitor feels as a consequence of the capacity of the travel experience to fulfill his/her wishes, expectations and needs relating to said experience. De Rojas and Camarero (2008) consider that satisfaction is composed of affective and cognitive aspects and that it is largely decided during the visit. Other authors (e.g., Ozdemir et al., 2012) suggest that satisfaction is formed by subjective comparisons between perceptions and client expectations. However, one of the clearest definitions is that given by San Mart ın (2005, p. 334), where he refers to satisfaction as 'the response of the individual to a cognitive process where the experience of consumption is compared with his expectations'.
Therefore, in the field of tourism research, destination image is viewed as a direct antecedent of satisfaction (Bign e et al., 2001; Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008; Qu et al., 2011; Chen & Phou, 2013; Lee et al., 2014) . The study conducted by Prayag et al. (2017) shows that tourists' emotional experiences (measured through the three dimensions of joy, positive surprise and love) influence the perception of destination image, and that the evaluation of that image also influences their satisfaction. The study confirms that emotional responses are significant predictors of attitude and behavior. However, the third dimension, positive surprise, does not exert any kind of influence. The three dimensions used by Prayag et al. (2017) were also used in other tourism research in the context of festivals (e.g., Lee & Kyle, 2013; Lee et al., 2014) and in the context of heritage tourism (e.g., Prayag, Hosany, & Odeh, 2013) . The research by Prayag et al. (2013) focused on a historical site with unique archaeological attributes and cultural properties, tried to determine whether tourists' emotionsboth positive (joy, love and pleasant surprise) and negative (regret, disappointment and disgust)have a direct effect on satisfaction and in turn on behavioral intentions. Indeed, along with a number of other studies (e.g., Yuksel and Yuksel, 2007; San Mart ın & del Bosque, 2008; Faullant et al., 2011) , the authors demonstrate that emotions are predictors of satisfaction and that there is a relationship between the latter and behavioural intentions. This finding is in line with those of previous studies conducted in the context of heritage tourism (e.g., Chen & Chen, 2010 ).
Proposed model and hypotheses
Drawing on the literature review, this study analyses the image of a cultural destination, representing it as a reflective multidimensional concept (Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003) . This multidimensional construct is, in turn, made up of different attributes that contribute individually, as is the case of the cognitive image. In this research, the proposed model was developed based on previous studies that have shown that destination image is fundamentally influenced by the cognitive and affective components, i.e., the cognitive and affective images that the tourist perceives. The degree to which the cognitive image influences the affective image is also studied. Another objective of this work is to determine the influence of the image of the archaeological park on the satisfaction of the tourist after the visit. To this end, the following conceptual model (Figure 1) and hypotheses are proposed:
The items to measure in the construction of each of the variables were adopted from different sources, since the literature lacks a universally-accepted scale for this particular type of destination, namely, an archaeological park. Thus, the proposed model was divided into two parts: first, an attempt was made to measure the image formation of the park, for which hypotheses H1, H2 and H3 were formulated; second, the influence of the image of this destination on the tourists' post-visit satisfaction was analysed, to which end hypothesis H4 was proposed. By testing H1, the analysis seeks to verify the influence of the cognitive image on the affective image; this part of the analysis was informed by the studies of Baloglu and McCleary (1999) , Beerli and Mart ın (2004) and Llodr a (2013). The same studies were also used, along with studies by Stylos, Vassiliadis, Bellou, and Andronikidis (2016) and Stylidis, Shani, and Belhassen (2017) , to formulate H2 and H3, respectively. The formulation of H4 drew from the studies of Bign e et al. (2001), Chen and Phou (2013) , and Assaker, Hallak, Assaf, and Assad (2015) , among others.
Hypothesis 1 (H1): the cognitive image has a positive and significant influence on the affective image.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): the cognitive image has a positive and significant influence on the overall image.
Hypothesis 3 (H3): the affective image has a positive and significant influence on the overall image.
Hypothesis 4 (H4): the overall image has a positive and significant influence on satisfaction.
Methodology
Of the many procedures used by various authors to analyse tourism destination image and tourist satisfaction, the method chosen for this study was structural equation modelling (S.E.M.). To this end, the P.L.S. method was chosen as the most efficient alternative to carry out the S.E.M. Thus, the S.E.M. models allow the researcher to compare a priori theoretical knowledge and hypotheses with the empirical data. As such, these models are considered confirmatory rather than exploratory. There are two main components in S.E.M. models: one is the measurement model, which interprets the relationships between the constructs (cognitive image, affective image, general image and satisfaction) and their indicators; and the other is the structural model, which specifies the relationships among said constructs (Henseler, 2017) .
Data collection procedure
The questionnaire was designed to collect information from visitors to the site following their visit. The questions included in the questionnaire were based on a thorough review of the literature and the specific characteristics of the destination under study, and addressed all the constructs included in the proposed conceptual model so as to allow the proposed hypotheses to be tested. The data were collected in the archaeological park over four consecutive weekends during the months of April and May 2017. The representative sample in this research was determined on the basis of the annual number of visitors to the archaeological park (around 40,000). The surveys were aimed at tourists, both men and women, however the age stratification of the sample was fixed as the questionnaire was only administered to tourists aged 18 and over. In addition, information was collected about the visitors' sociodemographic characteristics (income level, studies, origin, gender, etc.). This allowed us to later define the profile of the typical tourist visiting Seg obriga. The decision was made to survey some 600 visitors aged 18 and over, resulting in a total of 598 questionnaires returned. From those, a final sample of 511 valid responses was obtained after eliminating all the questionnaires in which any question had been left blank. A pilot test was conducted prior to administering the questionnaire in order to make any necessary changes.
Variables and measurement scales
The measurement method chosen for all the constructs (cognitive image, affective image, general image and satisfaction) was a 5-point Likert scale. The first construct, the cognitive image, is a multidimensional concept; each of these dimensions is in turn composed of several elements. A total of 26 items in the cognitive dimension were analysed; the results are shown in Table 4 (5-point Likert scale, 1 ¼ Most negative score/5 ¼ Most positive score)
The items analysed were based on Beerli and Mart ın (2004) and Qu et al. (2011) . Numerous studies have clearly shown that these dimensions cover the natural environment, cultural resources, infrastructure, and quality, although the importance given to each given varies (e.g., Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Gallarza et al., 2002; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Chi & Qu, 2008; San Mart ın & Del Bosque, 2008) . It should be noted that more recent research (e.g., Stylos et al., 2016; Stylidis et al., 2017) has considered many of these attributes, albeit using a different terminology.
However, when carrying out the confirmatory factor analysis (C.F.A.) of the cognitive image, only six factors emerged, grouping several items together and eliminating those whose lambda value was less than 0. Numerous studies were referred to in order to measure the affective image (e.g., Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Bign e et al., 2001; Kim & Richardson, 2003; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Pike & Ryan, 2004; Chi & Qu, 2008; Chen et al., 2016; Stylos et al., 2016; Stylidis et al., 2017) . These studies, in turn, built on the findings of Russell and Pratt (1980) . Thus, a total of 10 attributes were considered in the present study for the measurement of the affective image: (Table 5) .
With regard to the site's overall image, it was measured with a single question based on Baloglu and McCleary (1999) : 'After your visit, rate the site's overall image.'
Respondents had to answer the question using a 5-point Likert scale (1 ¼ Very bad/ 5 ¼ Very good). Finally, concerning tourist satisfaction, two questions based on previous research were included (e.g., Bign e et al., 2001 , Chen & Phou, 2013 , Assaker et al., 2015 . The aim of these questions was to analyse the degree of satisfaction of the tourist after their visit to the site. The scale chosen to measure this variable was also a 5-point Likert scale. For the first question, tourists had to indicate whether they disagreed/ agreed that the visit to the site had been worth it (S.A.T.1); and for the other, whether they would generally describe their visit to the Seg obriga Archaeological Park as very unsatisfactory/satisfactory (S.A.T.2).
A final section of questions was included to collect sociodemographic information about the respondents on factors such as age, income level, gender, education, overnight stay in the area, place of origin, etc. This made it possible to determine the profile of the typical tourist to Seg obriga: a middle-aged (between 40-and 59-years-old) woman, who is a salaried worker with a fairly high income, and a higher education qualification.
Analysis of results
Evaluation of the measurement model: validity and reliability
Before the proposed hypotheses were tested, the measurement model was evaluated with PLS (Barclay, Higgins, & Thompson, 1995) in order to verify the individual reliability of each item, the reliability of the scale, the convergent validity, and the discriminant validity. SmartPLS 3.0 software was used. The significance of the parameters was obtained through bootstrapping, which assesses the accuracy of the P.L.S. estimates (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011) .
The individual reliability of each indicator was calculated, and the simple correlations of the means with their constructs were analysed. Those items with a factor loading greater than or equal to 0.707, meaning that more than 50% of the variance of the observed variable is shared by the construct, were deemed reliable (Carmines & Zeller, 1979) .
The composite reliability was calculated to verify whether the indicators measure the construct to which they are assigned. This analysis was conducted using Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach, 1951) : a value equal to or greater than 0.7 confirms that the indicators measure the construct in question. Table 6 shows that all the constructs meet the reliability requirement, since both the composite reliability and Cronbach's alpha values are greater than 0.7.
In addition, the convergent validity was calculated. The average variance extracted (A.V.E.) was calculated for each construct. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981) , this measure shows the amount of variance that is captured by a construct, through its indicators, in relation to the amount of variance due to measurement error. A value equal to or greater than 0.5 indicates that each construct explains at least 50% of the variance of the assigned indicators. Another of the most important P.L.S. reliability measures, rho A, was also calculated (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015) (Table 7) .
Lastly, the discriminant validity of the measurement model was checked by determining the extent to which a given construct is different from the other constructs in the model. To meet the requirement for this type of validity, the variance shared by a variable and its respective indicators must be greater than the variance shared with the model's other variables (Barclay et al., 1995) . There are two methods for evaluating it: through an analysis of the cross-loadings and through the correlations of the latent variables (A.V.E.). The present research used the latter method, as can be seen in Table 8 , which shows the data from the matrix of correlations between the model's constructs.
The diagonal of the matrix shows the value of the square root of the A.V.E. of the corresponding construct. As can be seen, the correlations between the constructs are less than the square root of the A.V.E. Therefore, the condition that each of the model's constructs must share more variance with its indicators than with the model's other constructs was met, thereby confirming the discriminant validity of the constructs. Table 9 shows the results of the structural analysis carried out with P.L.S. It shows the path coefficients (b) indicating the relationships between the structures, as well as the significance of these relationships. As mentioned above, the nonparametric bootstrap resampling technique was used to test the stability and significance of the estimated parameters (Hair et al., 2011) . All direct effects were accepted (Table 9 ). Based on the results shown in Table  9 , the following conclusions can be drawn: first, support was found for H1, thus confirming the positive and significant influence of the cognitive image on the affective image (H1) (b ¼ 0,359, p < 0.001), as well as the effect of the cognitive image (H2) (b ¼ 0,171; p < 0.001), and affective image (H3) (b ¼ 0,463; p < 0.001) on the overall image. The fact that the cognitive image positively influences the overall image (H1) was consistent with previously reported findings (e.g., Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004; Qu et al., 2011; Llodr a, 2013) . The influence of the cognitive image on the affective image (H2) likewise was consistent with previous findings (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Mart ın, 2004) . The support found for the influence of the affective image on the overall image (H3) confirmed the findings of Baloglu and McCleary (1999) , Beerli and Mart ın (2004) , Qu et al. (2011), and Papadimitriou, Kaplanidou, and Apostolopoulou (2015) , which suggested that the affective image can have a very significant direct effect on the overall image.
Evaluation of the structural model
The last hypothesis (H4) is also confirmed (b ¼ 0,693; p < 0,001). The objective was to analyse if the general image that tourists perceive influences their satisfaction after visiting the site. Our findings thus confirm the results of most of the related academic literature, which holds that destination image is considered as a direct antecedent of satisfaction (Bign e et al., 2001; Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008; Qu et al., 2011; Chen & Phou, 2013; Lee et al., 2014) .
As for the assessment of the structural model, the magnitude of the R 2 values indicate whether a significant amount of the variance in the dependent variables is explained. According to Falk and Miller (1992) , the explained variance in the endogenous variables (R 2 ) should be greater than or equal to 0.1. An increasingly common alternative to considering solely R 2 is to also use the predictive relevance criterion Q 2 proposed by Stone (1974) . According to Chin (1998: 318) , Q 2 offers a measure of how well the studied values can be reconstructed by the model and its parameters. If Q 2 is greater than zero, the model has predictive relevance; if it is less than or equal to zero, it does not. As shown in Table 10 , the R 2 values were greater than 0.1 for all the variables. Likewise, all the Q 2 values were greater than zero. Therefore, the predictive relevance of the model was confirmed. Finally, the value of the standardised root mean square residual (S.R.M.R.) was calculated (Henseler, 2017) as a measure of fit for the model, comparing the difference between the observed and predicted correlations. Values of less than 0.08 are considered acceptable. The model proposed here had a value of 0.048, which is therefore deemed an appropriate fit. The resulting S.E.M. is shown in Figure 2 .
Conclusions
This study contributes to the field of tourism research by quantifying the contributions of the cognitive and affective images to the general image of a heritage destination. The formation of the image of a cultural destination was examined for the case of Seg obriga Archaeological Park. The analysis also focuses on the degree to which the destination image influences tourists' post-visit satisfaction. The theoretical review of the concept of destination image and the quantitative studies performed show that the overall image of this destination is a multidimensional phenomenon consisting of cognitive and affective dimensions. Therefore, tourists' perceptions of Seg obriga are formed not only on the basis of their individual knowledge and beliefs regarding the site's characteristics, but also their feelings and perceptions about the destination. Of these two dimensions, the affective image was the one that had the greatest influence on the overall image. This finding represents a novel contribution to the literature, since most studies to date on the formation of destination image by tourists have found the cognitive component to be more relevant than the affective. Similarly, this study confirms that the overall image of a destination is an antecedent of satisfaction. That is, tourists' perceived image of this archaeological destination influences their post-visit satisfaction. Moreover, the literature reviewed suggests that a satisfied tourist is more likely to revisit or recommend this tourist destination. An analysis of the loyalty of satisfied tourists is proposed for future research. In addition, it would be interesting to analyse how these two components of the destination image (cognitive and affective) can be improved it, thus attracting more tourists. For example, one could analyse which sources of informationtraditional or onlinehave the most influence on perceived image.
In conclusion, this research has analysed the factors influencing the image of an archaeological park perceived by visitors, as well as the effect of that image on their satisfaction. A key aim of the study is to help guide the future image management of archaeological sites and to highlight potential improvements to the image that would enable such cultural destinations to attract more tourists, as do other tourist destinations such as sun and beach locations. Thus, the results obtained shed some light on the utility and relevance of the cognitive and affective components of the overall image of destinations such as archaeological parks.
The study does suffer from some limitations. For practical reasons, the constructs relating to before and after the visit were measured at the same time, namely, following the visit to the site. Consequently, it was not possible to gauge respondents' assessments of the site's image prior to their tourism experience. Furthermore, the present study omits many potentially relevant variables and the relationships between them; as discussed earlier, future research should explore some of these. For example, future research could analyse the role played by local residents in the formation of the image of this type of destination. Other future lines of research include changes in the perception of the destination image that occurs before, during and after the visit.
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